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Foreword

Under 81445(a)(2)(A) of the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA), as amended in 1996, the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is to promulgate regulations for an unregulated
contaminant monitoring program by August 1999. Theexisting unregulated contaminant monitoring
program has been performed according to the program described in CFR 141.40. The 1996 SDWA
Amendments direct a substantially revised Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Regulation
(UCMR). The revised UCMR has a new list of contaminants and changes the number of public
water systems (PW Ss) that must conduct monitoring and thefrequency and schedulefor monitoring.

This document provides technical background information on the statistical process used to select
the nationally representative sample of small public water systems (that is, those serving 10,000 or
fewer people) that will be included in therevised UCMR Program. The data collected through this
program will be used to support the development of the Contaminant Candidate List (CCL), to
support the Administrator’s determination of whether to regulate a contaminant, and to develop
regulations. The revised monitoring program is one of the cornerstones of the sound science
approach to future drinking water regulation that is an aim of the 1996 SDWA Amendments.
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Disclaimers

Thisguidance document is designed to implement national policy concerning thisUCMR Program.
The document does not, however, substitute for the SDWA or EPA’s regulations nor is this
document itself aregulation. Thus, it cannot impose legally-binding requirements on EPA, States,
or the regulated community, and may not apply to a particular situation based upon the
circumstances. EPA and State decision makersretain the discretion to adopt approaches on a case-
by-case basis that differs from this guidance where appropriate. EPA may change this guidancein
the future. Mention of trade names or commercia products does not constitute endorsement or
recommendation for use.
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1. Introduction

Under Section 1445(a)(2) of SDWA, as amended in 1996, the Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) isrequiredto establish criteriafor arevised monitoring program for unregulated contaminants
and, by August 11, 1999, to publish alist of contaminantsto be monitored. To conform to the 1996
Amendments, EPA has proposed substantial revisions in its proposed Unregulated Contaminant
Monitoring Regulation (UCMR), described in the UCMR Preamble and Rule (CITE). The purpose
of the UCMR Program is to collect unregulated contaminant occurrence data to help determine
which of those contaminants EPA should regul ate based on the concentrations of the contaminant(s)
in public water systems and their potential adverse health effects through contaminant exposure.

This proposed rulewill take the place of the regulations currently in 40 CFR 88141.35, 141.40, and
142.15(c)(3) and modify 8142.16. Therevisionscover thefollowing: (1) thefrequency and schedule
for monitoring based on public water system (PWS) size, water source, and likelihood of finding the
contaminants; (2) a new shorter list of contaminants to be monitored, (3) procedures for selecting
and monitoring a national representative sample of PWSs serving 10,000 or fewer people, and (4)
proceduresfor placing the monitoring datain the National Drinking Water Contaminant Occurrence
Database (NCOD), asrequired under Section 1445. The data generated by thisrule will be used to
support the development of the Contaminant Candidate List (CCL), the Administrator’'s
determination of whether or not to regul ate acontaminant, and to devel op drinking water regulations.
The proposed revised UCMR Program is a cornerstone of the sound science approach to future
drinking water regulation, which is one of the aims of the SDWA Amendments.

The purpose of this document is to describe the general statistical design, rationale, and specific
methods used to select the representative sample of small systems that are required to undertake
UCMR monitoring. Portions of thisdocument al so describe how this processrelatesto the UCMR
monitoring plans of individual States. Under the UCMR, the listed unregul ated contaminants will
be monitored between 2001-2005. All large PWSs (systems serving more than 10,000 people) are
required to monitor for these unregul ated contaminants. Section 1445(a)(2) of SDWA mandatesthat
only a representative sample of small PWSs (systems serving 10,000 or fewer people) may be
required to monitor under the UCMR. The representative sample must be of adequate size and
quality to obtain the necessary and valid contaminant occurrence information upon which to base
regulatory determinations while minimizing burden to the water system.

The objective of the statistical approach for the UCMR is to estimate contaminant exposure and
occurrence in anationally representative sample of small systems which will enable extrapolations
of exposure and occurrence nationwide. For of contaminant exposure assessments (that is, the
fraction of popul ation that isexposed to acontaminant), therepresentative sampledesignisprimarily
population-weighted. However, information on contaminant occurrence is also necessary. The
context of occurrence (for example, the size of awater system or its water source) is afactor when
eval uating potential futureregulatory implementation. Therefore, therepresentative sampling design
incorporates a stratified sampling approach and allocates some samples among strata to enable
evaluations of occurrence relative to system size (based on population served), water source type
(surface water or groundwater) and, to some degree, geographic distribution. Although this
statistical design is not strictly optimal for either exposure or occurrence, the design still meetsthe
dataquality objective criteriafor exposure estimates (99% confidence level with £1% error, at 1%
exposure) while providing important occurrence estimates for categories of small systems.
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1.1 Background

There are three major components of the proposed UCMR Program: Assessment Monitoring,
Screening Surveys, and Pre-Screen Testing. Assessment Monitoring will be conducted in the first
three years (2001-2003) of thefive-year UCMR cycle (2001 to 2005), and will be conducted for the
contaminantswith currently availableanalytical methods. The Assessment M onitoring contaminants
arelisted in 8141.40(a)(3) Table 1, UCMR (1999) List 1. Assessment Monitoring will be required
for all large systems and a representative sample of small systems. A statistically representative,
stratified random sample will be used to select 800 small systems to undertake Assessment
Monitoring (See Section 7). Analytical monitoring resultsfrom Assessment Monitoringwill be used
for evaluations of contaminant exposure and occurrence.

Screening Surveyswill be conducted by astatistically selected subset of the large and small systems
conducting Assessment Monitoring. The Screening Surveys (see Section 8) will be conducted
between 2001 and 2003 for contaminantslistedin §141.40(a)(3) Table1, UCMR (1999) List 2. The
analytical methodsfor these contaminantscurrently arebeing refined. Analytical monitoring results
from Screening Surveys will be used for evaluations of contaminant occurrence in water systems.
Screening Survey results will help guide decisions of whether or not to move List 2 contaminants
to List 1 for Assessment Monitoring.

Pre-Screen Testing will be conducted by up to 200 small and large systems that are determined to
be most vul nerableto occurrence of the contaminantslistedin §141.40(a)(3) Table 1, UCMR (1999)
List 3. The Pre-Screen Testing (see Section 9) will be conducted in 2003 or 2004. The analytical
methods for the Pre-Screen Testing contaminants currently are in the early stages of development.
Pre-Screen Testing will be conducted to determine whether the analytical methods in early
development can provide adequate results in conditions under which the contaminants are most
likely to occur.

Figure 1 illustrates the time-line for the national representative sample selection, Assessment
Monitoring, Screening Surveys, Pre-Screen Testing and other related UCMR activities.

Under SDWA and the UCMR, States can develop State Monitoring Plans (State Plans) for small
system monitoring. Discussions with States and other stakeholders indicate the need to select a
representative sample of systems across all States to ensure both confidence in the UCMR results
and a comprehensive spatial distribution. To ensure that the sample is representative of the nation
and to reduce the burden on the States, EPA will statistically select a nationally representative
sample of systems serving 10,000 or fewer people for the UCMR. To further reduce the burden on
States, EPA will directly implement the UCMR.

The States can participate in the program through the State Plan as established by Memorandums
of Agreement (MOAS) with EPA. The State Plans will be established by States that enter into
MOAs. Throughthe MOAS, Statestake a partnership rolein the development of the State Plan and
implementation of the UCMR. All stepsinvolved with sample selection described throughout this
document assume that a State has entered into an MOA with the appropriate EPA Regional Office.

Asdescribed later in thisdocument, alist of the statistically-selected systemswill first be provided
by EPA to the States. The list will be comprised of an “initial list” and “replacement list” of
systems. Theselistswill be provided to the Statesfor their review and inclusionintheir State Plans.
Statescan either (1) respond by accepting the primary list astheir representativeplans, or (2) propose
an aternative plan by selecting other system(s) from the replacement list, in cases where EPA’s
initial Figure 1. Time-line for National Representative Sample Selection, Assessment

2
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Monitoring, Screening Surveys, Pre-Screen Testing and other Related
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plan identifies system(s) that no longer exist, because of merger or closure, or have switched to
purchased water.

One-third of the systemsin each State Plan will be sampled each year over the three-year
Assessment Monitoring period. EPA will pay for the testing costs for the Assessment
Monitoring of small systems (and will also pay for the costs of the Screening Survey and Pre-
Screen Testing programs) as long as the systems are part of the State Plans. EPA may also
modify the size of the representative sample to reflect available funds.

Additionally, EPA will select up to 30 small PWSs as "Index" systems and will monitor these
systems each year during the five year UCMR Listing Cycle. Index systems are a subset of the
national representative sample and will be selected randomly from the sample. Index system
monitoring will provide added quality control and more detailed information on temporal
variations in contaminant occurrence, and on environmental and operating conditions of small
systems so that future regulations can better reflect small system characteristics and conditions.

Further information about the UCMR Program can be found in the UCMR Preamble (CITE) and
supporting guidance and technical documents. These documents are available from the EPA
Water Docket, (202) 260-3027, Docket Number W-98-02. General information can also be
obtained from the EPA Safe Drinking Water Hotline, (800) 426-4791, or through the EPA Office
of Ground Water and Drinking Water Internet Home page at www.epa.gov/ogwadw.
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2. Selecting the Statistical Population for Systems Serving 10,000 or Fewer People
2.1 Determining the Population

The total population of small PWSs is comprised of community water systems (CWSs), non-
transient non-community water systems (NTNCWSs) and transient non-community water systems
(TNCWSs). Two categories of PWSs are being excluded from the population for selecting the
sample. PWSsthat purchasetheir entire water supply from another PWS are generally exempt from
the regulation, since monitoring at these systems could result in double counting of systems using
the same source.!  Additionally, TNCWSs will be excluded from the UCMR, since projecting
contaminant exposure from monitoring results is difficult and inconclusive due to the transient
nature of the population that use these sources of drinking water.

EPA estimatesthat there are approximately 65,636 non-purchased CWSsand NTNCWSs, based on
the 1997 Safe Drinking Water Information Systems' (SDWIS) PWS inventory.? Table 1 illustrates
the national number of non-purchased CWSsand NTNCW Ssserving 10,000 or fewer peopleineach
Size category (serving 25 to 500, 501 to 3,300 and 3,301 to 10,000 people) by the source water type
(ground or surface water), from the SDWIS inventory as of January 1997. These systems provide
anexampleof thestatistical population fromwhich thenational representative samplewill bedrawn.
Theactual sampleused for UCMR sampling will bederived from the most current SDWISinventory
available at the time of sample selection, so the actual number of systemsin Table 1 may change
dightly.

2.2  Stratifying the Population

In devel oping the representative sample, EPA must consider factors such as (1) geographic location,
(2) population served, and (3) water source. The UCMR accomplishes this at various levels by
stratifying the sample by categories of population served, all ocating samples proportionately to each
State by system size, and then by water source (surface water and ground-water supplied systems).
NTNCWSs are selected as a separate category since these systems may be a significant source of
water consumed by residents of a community.

Sources of water may not be evenly distributed across any given State. Citiestransfer water across
watershed boundaries, or move water from one State to another. To account for the proportion of
the population served by a specific type of water source (surface or ground water), EPA proposes
to define "geographic location" in the representative sample as the location of the water source and
stratify the sample further by source of water supply (ground and surface water). For example, if 10
percent of the population in a State obtains their water from surface water supplied PWSs that

! Notethat purchased water systems may be required to monitor UCMR (1999) List 2 and UCMR (1999)
List 3 microbiological contaminants where the system is considered to be the distribution line with the
maximum residence time.

2 For the purposes of estimatesin this report, the SDWIS January 1997 inventory of PWSsisused. EPA
will re-compute the sample size at the time of actual statistical sample selection using the most current
inventory.



UCMR Statistical Design and State Plans

August 1999

Table 1. Systems Serving 10,000 or Fewer People

Population Total Population Served Nationally Number of Non-purchased PWSs
Served
Size CWSs NTNCWSs Total CWSs NTNCWSs Total
Category
Ground Surface Ground Surface Ground | Surface | Ground | Surface
Water Water Water Water Water Water Water Water
25 - 500 4,636,537 613,040 2,292,331 86,703 7,628,611 29,219 | 1,440 | 16,981 460 48,100
501 - 3,300 | 14,276,857 5,641,249 2,504,229 | 220,499 22,642,834 9,735 1,674 2571 146 14,126
3,301 - 14,466,791 | 10,769,268 308,157 93,422 25,637,638 2,347 994 57 12 3,410
10,000
Subtotal 33,380,185 | 17,023,557 | 5,104,717 | 400,624 55,909,083 | 41,301 | 4,108 | 19,609 618 65,636
Over 10,000 | 55,392,053 | 143,112,906 | 201,827 363,283 | 199,070,069 | 1,449 1,316 9 0 2,774
Total 88,772,238 | 160,136,463 | 5,306,544 | 763,907 | 254,979,152 | 42,750 | 5,424 | 19,618 618 68,410

The population and water

stem information used in thistable is from the 1997 SDWIS database inventory. Theinformation in this table was used to derive the sample distribution

and statistical calculations found in other tablesin this document. Information in thisand other tablesin this document are included asillustrations of UCMR Program design details
and, assuch, should not beinterpreted asfinal program parameters. When the actual representative sample selection processis conducted, the most current popul ation and water system
datawill be used. Note, therefore, that the final population and water system information will change based on the updated inventory.
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servelessthan 500 individual s, then 10 percent of the sample systemsin that State should comefrom
the PWSsin this size and source category. The distribution of systems across the State, therefore,
is accommodated by the population-weighted statistical sample selection.

Therefore, the sasmpleisstratified by system type (CWSsand NTNCWSs) and by source water type
(ground water and surface water) within each small system size category (categories 1 through 3) in
each State.

2.3 Tribal Water Systems as an Individual Stratum

Small PWSsthat are located on Tribal lands in each of the ten EPA Regions will be grouped into
asingle category for the representative sample; this Tribal category is equivaent to a State for the
statistical selection process. Tribal systemswill havethe same probability of being sel ected as other
water systemsinthestratified random sel ection processthat wel ghssystems by water sourceand size
class by population served. Using this discrete stratum ensuresthat the Tribal systems are selected
as part of the national representative sample. The systems selected will comprise the “ State Plan”
for Tribal water systems.

2.4  Consistency of State Plans

EPA will select the representative sample from the popul ation of CWSsand NTNCWSs nationally,
then the sample will be alocated on a State-by-State basis, weighted approximately for the
proportion of population served by each service size category and water source type. Based on a
stratified random selection process applied to CWSs and NTNCWSs, the sample size is weighted
by population served (to enable exposure assessments from Assessment Monitoring results) and
water source type (to enable comparisons between surface or ground water) while allocated
proportionately amongst States (to ensure geographic coverage) within service size category
(categories 1 through 3). EPA will select two to three times as many CWSs and NTNCWSs as
required for anational representative sample. Thesesystemswill appear onan“initial plan” list and
a“replacement” list. Theinitial plan list of systems will identify those systems selected for each
State.

States can include the EPA-selected systems on theinitial plan list in their State Plan. If, however,
the State Review determines that a system on theinitial plan list has closed or merged, the system
can be removed from the State Plan List. To remove asystem from the State Plan List and replace
it with another, the State must notify EPA of the reasons for removal. Valid reasons for removal
include system closure, system merger, or a determination that a system operates exclusively with
purchased water.®> To identify areplacement system for the system removed, States will select the
first water system (from the appropriate category) from the existing replacement list. (See Section
4 for amore detailed discussion of initial plan and replacement list selection procedures.)

When the list of systems is finalized, States will inform the EPA Regional Office of the States
choice of plans (including the details of any modified plans). As needed, the EPA Regiona Office
will work with the State to develop an acceptable modified plan. The State Plan will include a
processfor the State to inform the systems of their selection as part of the representative sasmple and

3 Purchased water systems may be required to monitor for UCMR microbiological contaminants that occur
primarily in distribution lines.
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the systems' responsibilities related to their participation in the UCMR. This approach ensures a
nationally consistent system selection process (whether a State accepts the initial plan list or
generatesamodified plan list of systemsto sample) and enables acceptable plan development with
minimal State burden.

If the EPA Regional Office does not receive the notice of a State Plan within 60 days, EPA will
assumethat systemson theinitial plan represent the State Plan. The planwill also specify thetiming
of the monitoring. The State may adjust this time in the Plan to coordinate with compliance
monitoring, if appropriate. States may also designate the most vulnerable period for sampling of
systemsin their jurisdiction. States will also be asked to nominate systems vulnerable to UCMR
(1999) List 3 contaminants for Pre-Screen Testing, though this may be done in a separate request.

3. Selecting the Representative Sample for Systems Serving 10,000 or Fewer People
3.1  Determining the Size of the National Sample

The general population of small systems from which the representative sample will be drawn is
found in Table 1. The data from the representative sample must be of high quality to estimate
national occurrence and exposure, and to be dependable in guiding development of possible
regulatory aternatives. In the UCMR, national occurrence is defined as the fraction of systems
where a contaminant occurs, and exposure is defined as the fraction of the population exposed to a
contaminant. Hence, the first step in designing the sample is to define the acceptable or allowable
measurement error by setting precision and confidence levels. Two facets of the allowable
measurement error are described below.

The first type of potential error describes the precision or tolerance. Precision reflects the
understanding that the samplevalue may not precisely reflect thevaluefor the popul ation asawhole.
EPA will use aone percent allowable error level, i.e., the (estimated) sample value will fall within
one percent (above or below) the true value for the population asawhole. Thisallowable error is
also known as the confidence interval.

The second type of error may be expressed using the confidence level. The confidence level
describes the probability that the sample results will be within the range set by the precision figure.
For example, EPA will useaconfidencelevel of 99 percent, which suggeststhat 99 times out of 100,
the (estimated) sample results will fall within one percent of the true population.

EPA has specified these stringent statistical parameters to ensure high quality data and dependable
monitoring results. In general, many similar random surveys with continuous variables use alower
level of confidence (95 percent) and/or alarger allowable error (plusor minus5 percent). However,
use of alarger possible error is unacceptable for this program. Examination and analysis of current
occurrence data shows that many contaminants that are currently regulated, or being considered for
regulation, occur in one percent or less of systems on a national basis. However, for many
contaminants, a one percent occurrence nationaly reflects a substantially larger occurrence
regionally. Even asmall percentage of systems with detections of a contaminant can transate into
exposure of a significant population. By accepting a greater margin of error, and the resultant
smaller sample size, such small national occurrence might be missed entirely.

EPA must also have the capability to evaluate contaminant occurrence in relation to source waters

and different size categories of systems. Many statutes and current regulations are implemented
differently for systems of different size, or for different source water categories. Combining the

8
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representative (small system) sample with the results from al large systems provides increased
power inthetotal sample, but EPA must al so be ableto eval uate occurrence, and possibleregul atory
options, related to the small systems themselves. SDWA and many current rules focus on burden
reduction for small systems when feasible.

There are aso other uncertainties and sources of variance in such asample program. For example,
al contaminants have censored distributions (i.e., “less than the detection level” analytical results)
and there are a myriad of factors that affect variability and vulnerability of ground water systems.
It is not clear how normal sampling theory accommodates some of these sources of variation.
Hence, the high confidence level, low allowable error, and larger sample size should help to ensure
adequate data to meet the objectives of the UCMR Program.

To define the sample size required to meet the values for allowable error and confidence level, the
occurrence and variability within the population must also be accounted for. The variance is, of
course, unknown before the survey is conducted, but it can be estimated within various bounds. In
the following discussion, p will represent the true proportion of systemswith contaminants, and 1 -
p isthe true proportion of systems without any contaminants.

Given apopulation with the true proportion of systemswith contaminants assumed asp, the sample
size (n) required to Produce the specified confidence level and allowable error (d) estimate of the
population meanis,

a_22+p(1-p) (1).
d2

Herez isthecritical value at 99 percent confidence, taken from the table of the normal distribution.
The underlying assumptions of the approximation used to derive equation (1) are: (1) that we take
asimple random sample from the population of systems; (2) that the sampleislarge enough for a
normal approximation to hold; and (3) that in each system we can determine with certainty whether
or not a contaminant is present. These assumptions are only approximately correct, so the sample
size calculation isalso only approximately correct. The more complicated stratified sampling plan,
asopposed to the simplerandom sampling plan assumed here, i staken into account when confidence
intervals are calculated in Section 7.

The largest value of the product p(1 - p) is0.25 occurring when p = 0.5. In other words, without
precise data on each system, the most conservative assumption least likely to underestimate the
potential error is to use an estimate of 50 percent variability (p = 0.5). Thisresultsin the largest
valuefor n (with other factors held constant). However, analysis of regulated and prior unregul ated
contaminant monitoring occurrence resultsindicate that only avery small proportion of systemson
a nationa level are likely to exhibit any contaminant occurrence. Hence an estimate of 1%
occurrence, or p = 0.01, was selected. This assumption is believed to be appropriate and accurate
while balancing cost and logistical considerations with sample size.

* The normal approximation to the binomial distribution was used. For rare events (e.g., one percent
occurrence) the Poisson distribution may provide a better approximation. However, as sample size
increases the differences diminish. The sample size estimated for the UCMR is great enough that there
is no substantive difference in the estimated n.
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Given the standard normal distribution, the critical value for z at the 99 percent confidence level is
2.58. The one percent margin of error (d=0.01) suggests:

sample fraction - .01 < population fraction < sample fraction + .01

The necessary sample size is then calculated as:
2
n={2598)" 0.01+0.99)-658.98=659
(0.01)? ).

Thus, for the population of 65,636 small systems, arepresentative sample size of approximately 659
systems will provide a confidence level of 99 percent with an allowable margin of error of + 1
percent. However, to provide for abroad geographic coverage, a portion of the sample needsto be
distributed among all States. EPA will specify the stratified sample process so as to ensure a
minimum of two representative systems allocated to each State. It isimportant that all States, and
at least several systemsin each State, contributeto UCMR occurrenceresults. Theseresultswill be
proportionate to the population served by PWSs within each system size category and by water
source type (surface or ground water). Contaminant occurrence results will be proportionate to
population served to enable EPA decision making based on exposure assessments.

Given the potential small individual State sample size, no statistically valid conclusions may be
drawn at the State level. However, EPA still considers it important that all States are represented
and have the opportunity to participate in the UCMR State Plan. Some contaminants, such as some
pesticides, may only be used intensively in specific regions of the country. It is possible that with
the relatively small number of systems in the representative sample, monitoring may miss
contaminants with such targeted regional use patterns. However, including systemsin every State
in proportion to the population served should ensure that contaminants with regional use patterns,
to the extent that they contaminate water supplies, are proportionately represented by the national
sampling design. These factors were aso considered in selecting the number of systems for the
national representative sample.

EPA proposesto use asamplesize of 721 CWSsand 79 NTNCWSsfor atotal of 800 small systems
for the representative sample. This sample size was selected for various statistical and budgetary
considerations. A samplesize of 721 CWSsismore than the minimum 659 CW Ss needed to ensure
a 99 percent confidence level, (see Equation 2 above) and alows sampling of at least two CWSsin
each State. The number of NTNCWSs selected for inclusion in the sample reflects the proportion
of the NTNCWSs, and the proportion of the population served by NTNCWSs.

Table 2 illustratesthe composition of the nationally representative sample of 800 systems by system
size and type (CWSsvs. NTNCWSs and ground water vs. surface water). In order to gather more
information about the systems in the very small category of CWSs (Category 1) and improve the
statistical power of results in this category, the number of very small ground water systems was
increased by 6, and the number of very small surface water systemswas increased by 56, compared
to an allocation that would be strictly proportional to the population served by these systems. Due
to the small sample size of the NTNCWSsin the ground water and surface water categories within
each size category (Categories 1 through 3), statistical conclusions about NTNCWSs must be
analyzed with caution. Conclusions about NTNCWSs cannot be based on source water type since
the margin of error would be too great.

10
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Table 2. Population-Weighted National Representative Sample Distributed by
System Size Category and Water Source Type

Subtotal of All

Number of Number of
Size Category CWSs NTNCWSs | Sysiems by Water
(by population yp Total
served) Ground | Surface | Ground | Surface | Ground | Surface
Water Water Water Water Water Water
Category 1| 500 and
Under 67 64 33 2 100 66 166
Category 2| 501 to
3.000 186 74 36 3 222 77 299
Category 3| 3,001 to
10,000 189 141 4 1 193 142 335
Total 442 279 73 6 515 285 800

CWS = Community Water Systems, NTNCWS = Non-Transient Non-Community Water Systems

Note: The population-weighted distribution of samplesindicated above is based on population and water system information from
the 1997 SDWIS database inventory. The table above provides an illustration of the anticipated approximate distribution of water
systems selected for the national sample as based on popul ation served by system size category, water source type, and water system
type. When the actual representative sample selection process is conducted, the most current population data will be used. The
actual, final distribution of the number of systems by category will change based on the updated population inventory, but the total
sample humber of 800 systems will remain unchanged.

3.2  Selecting a Representative Sample of Systems in Individual States

Giventhe UCMR Program’ srequisite 99 percent confidencelevel (x 1 percent margin of error) and
the other considerations discussed, the total number of systemsin the representative sample (800)
is then allocated approximately in proportion to the population served, by source water type and
equally across States, Territories, and Tribes, by three system size categories (Table 2).
Approximately 62 extra systems were added to Category 1 to increase statistical power, therefore
the sampleisnot strictly allocated by the proportion of the population served. I1neach State, thetotal
number of systems is allocated in proportion to the population served in the State. For example,
presumein State Y, 156,718 individuals are served by ground-water supplied CWSsin category 1.
The number of individuals served nationally in this size category is estimated as 4,636,537 (Table
1). The number of systemsin this category in the national sampleis66. Therefore, in category 1,
the number of ground-water CWSsrequired in the representative sample, x, in State Y is calculated
as.

156,718
X=

= C 466=2.23=2 3.
4,636,537

11
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The number of systems in each State will be rounded so that the total number of systemsin the
survey equals 800, and so that no State is represented by less than 2 systems. The procedure is
repeated for all system size and source water type categoriesto estimate the total number of systems
in each State.

4, Selecting Systems for Initial Plan List and the Replacement List in Each State

EPA will choose the PWSs for the national sample through a stratified random selection process.
For each system size category, stratified by system type (CWSs and NTNCWSs) and source water
supply (surface or ground water), EPA will: (1) list and systematically assign a number to each of
the systemswithin these groupsfor each State/ Tribe; and (2) generate arandom sequence of uniform
integers between one and the total number of systemsin that class, using a uniform random number
generator.

Theinitial plan list includes the actual number of samplesinitially allocated to a State through the
statistical random selection process. Thereplacement listisalist of systemscomprised of additional
randomly-selected systems that may be used to replace systems on theinitial plan list if necessary.
Replacement of a system on theinitial plan list may occur only when theinitial plan list system has
closed, merged, or is identified as purchasing al of its water supply. Note that in the case of
microbiological sampling, purchased water systems may remain on the initial plan list. EPA will
devel op guidance onthe use of purchased water systemsin conjunction with guidance on monitoring
for UCMR (1999) List 2 and UCMR (1999) List 3 contaminants.

To illustrate system selection, we can continue with the example from Equation 3. State Y has 494
ground-water supplied small CWSsin Category 1. The 494 systems are listed in order by PWSID
and arenumbered from 1t0494. Accordingto the proportion of populationin State'Y served by this
system-size category and type, two systemswill be selected for UCMR monitoring from this group
(Equation 3). EPA will randomly select two to three times this required number of systems to
provide a replacement list for each size category for each State. The random number generator
provides a list of six numbers: 26, 294, 48, 137, 303, and 2 (with the numbers corresponding to
PWSID numbers). Hence, systemsnumber 26 and 294 (i.e., thefirst two system numbersrandomly
selected that fit the required size and type categories) will be the two systems selected for State Y’ s
national representative sampleinitial planlist. Thefour additional systemsrandomly selected (i.e.,
systems numbered 48, 137, 303, and 2) will be placed on State Y’ s replacement list.

5. Selecting Systems for the State Plan

Each State, tribe and territory will have 60 daysto review theinitial plan list. The State/Tribe will
either: (1) accept the selections as its State Plan and notify the Regional Administrator of its
acceptance along with its procedure to inform the selected systems of their responsibilities for
monitoring; or (2) propose deletions from the initial plan list and select alternates from the
replacement list as its State Plan, including the reasons for the changes, informing the Regional
Administrator of the proposed changes; or (3) take no action within 60 days, allowing the Regional
Administrator to specify the portion of the representative sample applicable to the State asits State
Plan. In the second case, the Regional Administrator will have 60 days to work with the State to
develop asuitable plan, if problemsare encountered. (For further information on specific guidance
on developing State Plans, pleaserefer to EPA’ sUnregulated Contaminant Monitoring Regulation:
Implementation Guidance for States.)

12
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Any System(s) removed from theinitia plan list must be replaced by the system(s) selected next in
sequence on the replacement list, as they are ordered by random selection. Continuing with our
example in State Y, systems 26 and 294 were randomly selected as State Y’'s two representative
systems (again, according to therequired size and water type categories) to beincluded on the State's
initial plan list. However, State Y verifies that system 26 was taken out of service within the
previous year. The State then chooses the first system on the replacement list, in this example,
system number 48, to replace system number 26. The modified State Plan list isthen comprised of
systems 48 and 294. If system 294 was also not suitable, system 137 (next in the replacement
sequence) would become its replacement; if 137 was not suitable, then system 303 would become
the replacement, and so forth.

In summary, each State/Tribe reviewsits portion of the national representative sampleto determine
that the systems selected have the appropriate operational status. The State/Tribe submits its
representative sample listing to the EPA Regional Office, with all changes from the initial list
marked and the reasons for any changes noted. Thislistisincluded in the State Plan, and becomes
aportion of the national representative sample.

States/Tribes may a so sample additional systems. However, any additional sites sampled by States
would not be combined with those of the representative sample for the purpose of computing
national estimates of contamination. EPA cannot pay for the testing of these additional systems.
These additional systems, though providing useful information, will biasthe national set of systems
if included with those sel ected using the stated national criteria. However, if the States provide the
results of such monitoring, EPA will receive the data through SDWIS for input to the National
Drinking Water Contaminant Occurrence Database (NCOD).

6. Index System Monitoring

EPA will identify up to 30 systems from the representative sample to be “Index” systems. The data
collected from the Index systems will be used partly for added quality control and to better
characterize monitoring results and operating characteristics of small systems. These systemswill
bemonitored every year for fiveyears(one complete UCMR cycle). Thiswill provide somedetailed
information regarding temporal variations during the course of the UCMR monitoring, as well as
possible effects related to operational changes. EPA will pay for this monitoring, including
provisions for sampling equipment, labor for sample collection, shipment of samples, testing and
analysis. Additional water quality and operational datafrom these systemswill aso be collected at
thesametime, with minimal burden tothesystems. Thelndex systemswill be selectedin proportion
to the population served in each size category and water source type. Among each system size
category and source water type, systemswill be chosen randomly from the national representative
sample used for Assessment Monitoring. Table 3 illustrates the number of systems chosen in each
Size category as Index systems from the representative sample.

Table 3. Distribution of Index Systems in the Representative Sample

) Number of Number of
Size Category Non-Index Systems Index Systems

Ground Water

500 and Under 96 4
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501 to 3,000 213 9
3,001 to 10,000 185 8
Surface Water

500 and Under 66 0
501 to 3,000 74 3
3,001 to 10,000 136 6
Number of Systems

in the Representative 770 30
Sample

Note: Thedistribution of samplesindicated aboveis based on the 1997 SDWI S database inventory.
Thetableaboveprovidesanillustration of theanticipated approximate di stribution of sampl esa/stems
based on population served by system size category. When the actual representative sample selection
processis conducted, the most current population datawill be used. The actual, final distribution of
the number of systems by population size category will change based on the updated population
inventory, but thetotal sample numbersby systemtype (non-index vsindex), asillustrated above, will
remain unchanged.

7. Assessment Monitoring

TheUCMRrequiresall 2,774 largeand 800 small CWSsand NTNCWSs (the national representative
sample) to monitor for the contaminantsfor which established analytical methodsareavailable. This
first stage of the UCMR is called Assessment Monitoring and includes twelve organic chemicals
(listed in 8141.40(a)(3) Table 1, UCMR (1999) List 1) for monitoring. EPA plansto have one-third
of the representative sample (267 systems) monitor in each of the three Assessment Monitoring years
(2001 to 2003). Thisdistribution of sampling effort is designed to facilitate laboratory scheduling
and other logistical considerations. The small systems will be delegated to a sampling year by
random selection with a 33 percent probability that each system will be selected in each of the three
years. As stated earlier, Assessment Monitoring is being conducted to assess exposure to
contaminants, aswell as contaminant occurrence. An exposure assessment estimates the fraction of
the population that is exposed to a given contaminant, while contaminant occurrence estimates the
fraction of systemsin which a contaminant occurs.

After the sampling year is selected, each system will be assigned specific weeks during the year when
their sampleswill be collected, with four sampling times per year for surface water systems and two
per year for ground water systems. One sampling period must be during the most vulnerable period,
as designated in the regulation. The specification of year-month-week will not only facilitate
scheduling of laboratory resources, but will ensure that sampling covers vulnerable periods and al
Seasons to assess some aspects of temporal occurrence patterns. To provide States with flexibility
in determining vulnerable periods, EPA isallowing the vulnerabl e period samplesto be taken within
2 weeks (plus or minus 2 weeks) of the scheduled sampling date. EPA is also allowing the second
ground water sampl e to be taken within 5 to 7 months of theinitial vulnerable period sample. While
Index systems sample during all five years of the UCMR cycle, each Index System will also be
assigned an “official” sample year. Only the data from the official sample year will be used in the
national summary of resultsfrom the Assessment Monitoring, for consi stency with thesampledesign.
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The UCMR cannot specify any particular year for Assessment Monitoring for the large PWSs, but
does specify that they must conduct their monitoring within the first three years (2001-2003) of the
UCMR cycle. EPA expects that large system UCMR monitoring for unregulated contaminants
coincide, whenever possible, with required monitoring for regulated contaminants. Sincemonitoring
schedulesfor regulated chemical s depend on system si ze and detection history, compliance schedules
vary significantly. EPA recognizes that although it will be desirable to collect UCMR samples
concurrently with compliance samples for regulated chemical contaminants, sometimes it may be
difficult to coordinate the two sampling events. Large systems are required to bear the costs of
sampling, testing and reporting the results, and coincident monitoring will help reduce the burden.

Since al the systemsin the representative sample (i.e., 800) will be required to conduct A ssessment
Monitoring, the allocation of systemsfollowsthe example givenin Equation 3. More generally, the
number of systems conducting Assessment Monitoring (A,;) in category n in State/Tribe i, is
calculated as:

P
Ani: N . >kYn

P, (4).

Where P,; isthe popul ation served by system category n in State/Tribei, and NP,, isthe total national
population served by systemsin this category, Y, is the number of systems allocated to category n.

Table4 illustratesthetotal number of CWSs conducting A ssessment M onitoring, the sample number
(n) distribution according to system size, and the associated margins of error at 99 percent and 95
percent confidence levels. Notethat Table 4 does not include datafor NTNCWSs. Given the small
number of samplesallocated tothe NTNCWSs(79), statistical inferences specificto thissystem-type
category can not be made under the necessary confidence levels and margins of error. Also, thereis
apotential overlap between the populations served by CWSsand NTNCWSs. Therefore, given the
possibility of potential double-counting of populations served and the related complexities of
appropriately estimating population exposure to identified contaminants, the monitoring results for
the NTNCWSswill not be combined withthe CWSs' for national exposure estimates. However, the
monitoring results for the NTNCWSs will, nonethel ess, provide important qualitative contaminant
occurrence information for populations served by those systems and in preliminary comparisons to
CWSs' monitoring results.

The information in Table 4 indicates that results from Assessment Monitoring of representative
sampl e systemscan be extrapol ated for national occurrenceand exposure estimateswithin reasonable
confidence levels (99 or 95 percent) and margins of error (1 to £2 percent) for: (1) all small CWSs,
and (2) all ground water- and surface water-supplied systems. However, within each size category,
the sample size can be aslow as 64 systems, raising the margin of error of estimation slightly (to 3
percent) for some subcategories of the sample. As noted elsewhere, results can not be used to
estimate occurrence at the State level.

Theerror rangesin Table 4 are computed by the statistical formulasin Appendix A, using the normal
approximation shown in Equation (1). This approximation isvalid when n and p are large enough.
For example, Casellaand Berger (1990) recommend n*p>5, while Parzen (1960) recommendsn*p 0.
InTable4, wheren=721andp =0.01, n* p=7.21. By thismeasure, the normal approximation may
not be valid. However thereisaclear problem with the normal approximation in Table 4: some of
the error bounds are so wide that they include negative occurrence fractions within the margin of
error. For example, among very small surface water systems, when the observed fraction of systems
with acontaminant is 1 percent, a 95 percent confidence interval for the true fractionis 0.01 + 0.02,
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or [-0.01, 0.03]. Thisinterval allows the possibility of a negative fraction of occurrence, which
cannot logically occur. The interval may be truncated to [0, 0.03], but the need to truncate suggests
that the normal approximation is not the most appropriate method to cal culate the actual confidence

2np+ z°+ z,/Z° + 4np(1- p)

level and margin of error.

2(n+ %)

Table 4.

Allocation of CWS
Conductin

Assessmen

Monitoring with

-~+Q n

the Associated Margins of Error for an Estimated Exposure of 1%

Ground Water- Surface Water-
Size Category Supplied Systems Supplied Systems Total
nt | 99%2 | 95%2% | n* | 99%2 | 95%2 | n® | 99%2 | 95% 2
500 and Under 67 +3 +2 64 +3 +2 131 | 3 +2
501 to 3,300 186 +2 +1 74 +3 +2 260 | %2 +1
3,301t0 10,000 | 189 +2 +1 141 +2 +2 330 | #1 +1
Total 442 | +1 +1 | 279 | =2 +1 | 721 | #1 +1

. Values in the columns with the heading of “n” indicate the number of CWSs allocated to a specific system size

category.

2 These column headings indicate the confidence level used for evaluation. The values preceded by “+” listed in these
columns are the margins of error associated with the designated confidence level (either 99 percent or 95 percent).
Error calculations in the table are based on an estimated occurrence fraction of p = 0.01.

The distribution of samples across the three size categoriesin Table 4 is approximately proportional to population served
by each of the respective community water system size categories. An extra62 systemswereallocated to the smallest system
size category to increase the statistical power of the sample, by decreasing the margin of error. The population figures used
to determine this distribution are based on data from the 1997 SDWIS database inventory. The sample distribution,
confidence levels, and margins of error included in this table are intended only to illustrate the UCMR Program design
details and, therefore, are not final program parameters. When the actual representative sample selection process is
conducted, the most current population data will be used and the related, final program sample distribution, confidence
levels, and margins of error will be calculated. Notethat thetotal sample sizeindicated abovewill remain unchangedinthe

final program design.

See Appendix A for details on how to calculate the normal and Wilson score confidence intervals.

The normal-based confidence interval is only one of several possible confidence intervals for an
estimated proportion. Newcombe (1998) compares seven such intervals, including two varieties of
thenormal interval. Of these, the Wilson scoreinterval without continuity correction (Wilson, 1927)
has good statistical properties (e.g., the stated confidence level is approximately correct for awide
rangeof n and p), issimpleto compute, and unlikethe normal interval, alwaysgivesconfidencelimits
between 0 and 1. Given an estimated occurrence fraction p from asample of sizen, the Wilson score
interval for p is computed as:
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where z isthe critical value of the normal distribution at the desired confidence level. Returning to
theexampleof very small surfacewater systems, for an estimated occurrencefraction of p=0.01 from
asample of size n=64, a 95 percent Wilson score interval for the true proportion is:

(6).

So with 95

+ 24 2 percent
2(64)(0.01) +(1.96)" + 1.96\/ (1.962) 4(64)(0.01)(0.99) - [0001300742] confidence,
2(64+ (1.96)) the true

proportion
lies somewhere between 0.1 percent and 7.4 percent. By comparison, the normal interval for this
examplewas - 1 percent to +3 percent. Although the Wilson interval in this example is wider than
the normal interval, it is more believable in part because it does not include negative occurrence
values.

Table5 comparesthe Wilson and normal confidenceintervals, still assuming an estimated occurrence
fraction of p=0.01 and using the sample sizes given in Table 4. A simple interpretation of these
intervals is that the normal interval equals p, the estimated fraction, plus or minus some amount,
while the Wilson interval equals p times or divided by some amount.

In summary, the normal-based error ranges in Table 4 are useful as a rough guide to the expected
precision of an estimated occurrencefraction. Moreover the normal approximationyieldsthesimple
formulain Equation (1) for estimating the sample size needed to achieve agiven precision with given
confidence. However when computing confidenceinterval sfor the estimated proportion, the Wilson
score interval is preferred, both because of its good statistical properties and because it avoids the
possibility of including negative occurrence values.

8. Screening Surveys

The second monitoring component of the UCMR is called the Screening Survey. A second group of
contaminants will be monitored in the Screening Surveys. This group of contaminants includes
thirteen organic contaminants, one microbiological contaminant, and one radiological contaminant
for which methods are currently being refined. These contaminantsare listed in §141.40(a)(3) Table
1, UCMR (1999) List 2. Analytical methodsfor these contaminants are in devel opment, but are not
ready for wide-scale, general use. When further devel oped and ready for use, these methodswill need
to beused initially under close quality-controlled conditions. Therefore, adesignated group of EPA-
certified laboratories will be used for screening survey analytical methods to ensure data quality of
the new methods. With these concerns, the Screening Surveys will be conducted through a small
subset of systems monitoring under the UCMR to provide anational screening for the UCMR (1999)
List 2 contaminants and to better establish the analytical methods used.
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The Screening Surveys are being conducted to assess contaminant occurrence in PWSs, and not to
determine exposure assessment by population (asis the purpose of Assessment Monitoring). EPA
estimatesthat therewill be two different groups of systemsinvolved in the Screening Surveys. Each
group will be comprised of 300 large and small CWSsand NTNCWSs. Thefirst group will conduct
the Screening Survey in the year 2001 or 2002, the second group will conduct the Screening Survey
in 2003. The two groups will monitor for different contaminants based on the estimated timing of
when methods will be available. Sampling schedules have been established, in part, to enable

Table5.  Comparison of Confidence Intervals at the 99 Percent Confidence Level for CWSs
Wilson Score Confidence Intervals
Size Category
Ground Water- Surface Water- All
Supplied Systems Supplied Systems
500 and under [0.001, 0.108] [0.001, 0.108] [0.001, 0.091]
501 to 3,300 [0.002, 0.052] [0.001, 0.100] [0.002, 0.042]
3,301 to 10,000 [0.002, 0.052] [0.002, 0.063] [0.003, 0.037]
Total [0.003, 0.031] [0.002, 0.046] [0.004, 0.026]
Normal Confidence Intervals
Size Category
Ground Water- Surface Water- All
Supplied Systems Supplied Systems
500 and under [-0.021, 0.041] [-0.021, 0.041] [-0.018, 0.038]
501 to 3,300 [-0.009, 0.029] [-0.019, 0.039] [-0.002, 0.026]
3,301 to 10,000 [-0.008, 0.028] [-0.010, 0.030] [-0.003, 0.023]
Total [-0.002, 0.022] [-0.006, 0.026] [-0.004, 0.020]

Each matrix above represents the confidence interval s using both the Wilson Score method and the normal distribution
method. The confidencelevel ineach matrix (i.e., for ground water-supplied systems serving 500 and under) isspecified
as 99 percent.

Screening Survey water sample collection coincident with the Assessment Monitoring sample
collection whenever possible to minimize labor burden for sample collection.

EPA isexamining general thresholds to evaluate Screening Survey results, relative to the margin of
error in the sample. For example, if a contaminant occurs over a certain threshold (i.e.,, in a
percentage of systems/population served), the contaminant may then be placed on the Assessment
Monitoring list and monitored in the next round of the UCMR by al large systems and a
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representative sample of small systems. If the contaminant occurrence is below thisthreshold, itis
possible that no further testing will be required. Factors such as health effects levels will also need
to be considered; hence, thresholds may vary by contaminant.

Both large and small systemswill be included in the Screening Surveys. Systemswill be selected
from all the size and water source categories. However, selection will not be proportionately
weighted by the population served, or by the proportion of system size category. If the sample is
weighted by popul ation served, a disproportionate number of large systemswould beincluded in the
Screening Surveys. However, if the sample is weighted by the number of systems in each size
category, a disproportionate number of small systems would be represented. Therefore, each size
category is given equal importance with 60 systems selected from each size category, with the
selected systems distributed proportionately between surface water and ground water systems. This
resultsin 180 small systems and 120 large systemsin each of the Screening Surveys (i.e., atotal of
360 small systemsand 240 large systemsin thetwo Screening Surveys). To makenational population
estimates, or system estimates, the resultant datawill need to be weighted in relation to these sample
distributions.

Table 6 illustrates the alocation of systemsin each size category in each group for each Screening
Survey and the associated margin of errors of estimation at the 99 and 95 percent confidence levels
to evaluate the measurement precision for the sample of 300 systems. Even though there are atotal
of 600 systemsinvolved, therewill be, as noted, two Screening Surveys performed, by two mutually
exclusive groups of systems, analyzing water samples for two different sets of contaminants.

Table 6. Allocation of Systems for Screening Surveys by Size Category
with the Associated Confidence Levels and Margins of Error

Ground Water- Surface Water-
Size Category | Supplied Systems Supplied Systems Total

n' [99%2]|95%*| n' |99%?%| 95%° | n' |99%*| 95% 2
500 and Under 54 +3 +3 6 | x10 +8 60 | 3 +2.5
501 to 3,300 44 +4 +3 16 | %6 +5 60 | +3 +2.5
3,301t0 10,000 | 35 +4 +3 25 | 5 +4 60 | +3 +2.5

Subtotal
Small Systems

10,001 to 50,000| 51 +4 +3 9 +9 7 60 | 3
50,001 and over | 20 +6 +4 40 +4 +3 60 | 3

Subtotal
Large Systems

133 | £2.2 | £1.7 | 47 | £3.7 | +28 | 180 | +19 | %15

I+

71 | £3.0 | x23 | 49 | £3.7 | ¥2.8 | 120 | +2.3 | 1.8

Total 204 | £18 | £14 | 96 | ¥2.6 | 2.0 [ 300 | 1.5 | #1.1
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Values in the columns with the heading of “n” indicate the number of CWSs allocated to a specific system size

category.

These column headingsindicatethe confidencelevel used for evaluation. Thevaluespreceded by “+” listed in these
columns are the margins of error associated with the designated confidence level (either 99 percent or 95 percent).
Error calculations in the table are based on an estimated occurrence fraction of p = 0.01.

Monitoring results for Screening Surveys must be analyzed and interpreted with careful consideration to appropriate
population-weighting. Since the number of systemswithin each size category in this sampleisequal (60 systems), the
monitoring results must be weighted by population within each service size category before interpretation.

The distribution of samples across all categoriesin Table 6 is proportional to the respective population served. The
population and water system information used to determine this distribution are based on data from the 1997 SDWIS
databaseinventory. The sampledistribution, confidencelevels, and margins of error included in thistable areintended
only toillustrate the UCMR Program design details and, therefore, are not final program parameters. \When the actual
representative sample selection processis conducted, the most current popul ation datawill be used and therelated, final
program sample distribution, confidence levels, and margins of error will be calculated. Notethat thetotal samplesizes
indicated above will remain unchanged in the final program design.

Resultsfrom the Screening Surveysarelikely only suitablefor aggregate national estimatesgiventhe
99 percent confidence level and + 1.5 percent margin of error. Only aggregated national estimates
are appropriate because the error margin may be too large in small subcategories (e.g., surface or
ground water systems in a given size category) to be conclusive, particularly in cases where no
detections occur. For example, a contaminant most likely to occur in small surface water systems
could have a zero occurrence in the sample, but this contaminant might actually occur in up to 3.5
percent of these surface water systems nationally. Note also that since the total number of systems
allocated to each size category is equal (60 systems per category), the monitoring results will have
to be weighted by the proportion of the population within each service size category. Monitoring
resultswill haveto be carefully analyzed to correctly assessthe possible implications of such results.

To implement the Screening Surveys, EPA will select 180 small PWSs from the set of 267 systems
(i.e., one-third of the 800 systems in the national representative sample), scheduled to conduct
Assessment Monitoring either in year 2001 or 2002 (for the first group) and again in year 2003 (for
the second group). The probability of asystem being selected for Assessment Monitoring (A) in any
given year n, is 267/800, or P,(A)= 33 percent. Given that asystem isfirst selected for Assessment
Monitoring (A) in any given year n, the probability of that system also being selected for Screening
Survey (S), is.

Pn(S|A)=(;—23)=O.67 ).

Overdl, there is a 22.5 percent probability that a system will be selected for both the Screening
Surveys and Assessment Monitoring in the same year (67 percent chance of being selected for
Screening Surveys multiplied by a 33 percent chance of being selected for Assessment Monitoring).
However, if thefirst Screening Survey isconducted in the year 2002, the systems sel ected to conduct
Assessment Monitoring in the year 2001 have no chance of being selected for a Screening Survey.
Overall, there is a 45 percent chance for a small system to be selected for both Assessment
Monitoring and a Screening Survey simultaneously. Therefore, the probability of a system being
selected only for Assessment Monitoring is estimated as 55 percent. Figure 2 depicts the number of
systems and the probability of a system being chosen for Assessment Monitoring and a Screening
Survey.

20



UCMR Statistical Design and State Plans August 1999

Similarly, for the large CWSs and NTNCWSs, the probability of a system being required to
participate in a Screening Survey (S) is:

8).
240, (
P a(8) (o) -0.0865

Therefore, there is approximately a 9 percent probability that a large system will be chosen for a
Screening Survey.

Again, based on the proportion of population served by small CWSs and NTNCWSsin each State,
the number of systems selected for the two groups of Screening Surveys (S,) in each State/Triben,
is calculated as:

5 - L’ .7 (9).

whereP,; isthe population served by small systemsin State/Tribe n in category i, and NP; isthetotal
national population served in system category i, and Z; is the total number of systems required to
conduct the survey in that category i.

Table 7 illustrates the allocation of systems conducting Assessment Monitoring and Screening
Surveysin each State/Tribe based on the population served by the systems. The allocation of PWSs
in Table 7 is based on the January 1997 inventory estimates from the SDWIS database. The actual
allocation of samples within States, Tribes, and Territories may change when the represented State
sampleis selected from current inventory numbers.
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Figure2. Number and Probability of Small Systems Chosen for Assessment Monitoring and
Screening Surveys for the UCMR Years
Ame“t Assessment Monitoring Asessment
UCMR Monitoring + Monitoring
Monitoring inay Screening Survey Only
Year gvenyer (45%)* (55%0)*
266 sysems
266 systems
> 2001 —> | (33%0f 800 system) » (3%07 800
sysems)
180 systems
(67% of 267 or 22.5% of
800 800 systems)
. 267 sysems
Representative | (» 2002 87 systems
Sydems > |(33% of 800 systems) (3ol 267 or 11% of
(100%) ¥ 800 systems)
180 systems
—»  (67%of 267 or 22.5% of
267 sysems 800 systems)
»2003 —»  (33% of 800 systems) 87 systems
(33% of 267 or
» 11% of
800 systems)

* Overdl Probability (over three years)
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Table 7. Distribution of Small Systems Required to Conduct Assessment Monitoring and
Screening Survey in Each State/Tribe/Territory
State/Tribe/ Population Served by |Number of Small Systems Number of Small
Territories Small Systems Conducting Assessment |  Systems Conducti ng
(10,000 or less people)* Monitoring,? Screening Surveys,
" (An) (S
Tribes* 406,922 6 3
U.S. Territory® 664,719 10 4
Alaska 273,699 4 2
Alabama 1,437,985 21 9
Arkansas 1,067,162 15 7
Arizona 706,010 10 5
Cdlifornia 2,994,866 43 19
Colorado 632,197 9 4
Connecticut 425,457 6 3
Washington DC° 0 0 0
Delaware 139,300 2 1
Florida 2,086,859 30 13
Georgia 1,277,566 18 8
Hawalii 210,684 3 1
lowa 1,089,434 16 7
Idaho 449,557 6 3
[llinois 2,463,266 35 16
Indiana 1,370,421 20 9
Kansas 820,989 12 5
Kentucky 1,193,681 17 8
Louisiana 1,655,137 24 11
M assachusetts 831,358 12 5
Maryland 510,175 7 3
Maine 337,773 5 2
Michigan 1,842,695 26 12
Minnesota 983,999 14 6
Missouri 1,405,886 20 9
Mississippi 1,741,105 25 11
Montana 354,745 5 2
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State/Tribe/ Population Served by [Number of Small Systems Number of Small
Territories Small Systems Conducting Assessment |  Systems Conducti ng
(10,000 or less people)* Monitoring,? Screening Surveys,
(P, (An) (S)
North Carolina 1,688,147 24 11
North Dakota 234,434 3 2
Nebraska 468,742 7 3
New Hampshire 361,738 5 2
New Jersey 1,118,886 16 7
New Mexico 473,735 7 3
Nevada 261,755 4 2
New York 2,377,365 34 15
Ohio 1,967,750 28 13
Oklahoma 1,195,980 17 8
Oregon 653,761 9 4
Pennsylvania 2,452,599 35 16
Rhode Island 114,592 2 1
South Carolina 841,608 12 5
South Dakota 314,992 5 2
Tennessee 1,235,268 18 8
Texas 5,362,371 77 35
Utah 515,146 7 3
Virginia 1,131,704 16 7
Vermont 281,185 4 2
Washington 1,242,213 18 8
Wisconsin 1,265,579 18 8
West Virginia 781,716 11 5
Wyoming 194,170 3 1
Total 55,909,083 800 360

! The distribution of samples above is based on the population and water system information in the 1997 SDWIS
database inventory. The sample distributions and popul ationsincluded in thistable areintended only toillustrate the
UCMR Programdesign detailsand, therefore, arenot final program parameters. Whentheactual representative sample
selection process is conducted, the most current population and water system datawill be used, and the related, final
program sampledistribution will be calculated. Notethat thetotal numbers of systems conducting sampling indicated
above will remain unchanged in the final program design.

2 This column represents the total number of small systems alocated in individual State/Tribe from the national
representative sample of 800 systems.

% There are 360 small systems shown for Screening Surveys; 180 for each of the two Screening Survey groups. Note
that each Screening Survey Group of 120 large systemswill also be required to monitor. Therefore, thereisatotal of
300 small and large systems (atotal of 600 Screening Survey systems) in each Survey.
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* The number of Tribal water systems includes Tribal systemsin each of the 10 EPA Regions. Tribal systems were
aggregated as a State to ensure that Tribal systems were represented in the national representative sample of small
systemsin the UCMR.

5 U.S. Territories include American Samoa, Guam, Northern Mariana Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands.
Territories were aggregated as a State to ensure that Territories were represented in the national representative sample
of small systemsin the UCMR.

& The Washington DC water supply is provided exclusively by large PWSs.

0. Pre-Screen Testing

The third monitoring component of the UCMR isPre-Screen Testing. EPA established thisthird tier
of the UCMR monitoring with its stakeholders for contaminants of concern for which analytical
methods arein the early stages of development and/or whose methods are currently too expensivefor
wide-scalemonitoring. Pre-Screen Testing may al so address contaminantsthat haverecently emerged
or been identified asaconcern, such asthrough the Governors' petition process. The purpose of this
monitoring component will be to determine whether the methods in early devel opment will provide
adequate analytical results in conditions under which the contaminants are most likely to occur.
Currently, there are seven microbiological contaminants and one radiological contaminant listed in
§141.40(a)(3) Table 1, UCMR (1999) List 3 that are candidates for Pre-Screen Testing in 2004.

EPA will ask each State who has entered into a MOA with the appropriate EPA Region to identify
alist of between 5 and 25 systems that might be most vulnerable to the UCMR (1999) List 3 Pre-
Screen Testing contaminants. EPA will identify the number of systems selected to monitor in each
State based on the population served by CWSsand NTNCWSsin the State. From thislist, EPA will
randomly select up to 200 large and small CWSs and NTNCWSs nationally for Pre-Screen Testing
of the specified contaminants. The systems selected for Pre-Screen Testing will be added to the State
Plans. The Pre-Screen Testing will use analytical results from a small sample to evaluate and
improvemethods, and to conduct aninitial assessment of occurrence. Giventhesmall number of Pre-
Screen Testing systems, the monitoring results cannot be used to estimate national occurrence of
UCMR (1999) List 3 contaminantsin a statistically rigorous manner.
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Appendix A
Statistical Formulas
This appendix contains statistical formulas for the estimation of probabilities of exposure and
occurrence, and for means, variances, and confidence intervals for the estimates.
In thefollowing definitions, let h stand for any one of H stratabeing considered. Typically astratum
will be a combination of system size (Category 1, 2, or 3) and source water type (surface or ground

water), so there are H=6 strata. We could also consider just the 3 size strata or 2 source type strata.

We consider a single contaminant of interest where:

My; = #of people served by the i-th systeminh
M, = mean # of people served by each systeminh
_ Lam
Ny S
N, = #of systemsinh
n, = # of systems sampled from h (assume these are system numbersi=1,...,n,)
Yo = 1if the contaminant occursin the i-th systemin h; O otherwise.
P., = probability of exposure for a person served by asysteminh
o N, o Ny
= d i:thiYhi/a iy Mhi
p. = mean probability of exposure for a person of any stratum

_ o H — o H —
= a . NaMp pe,h/a by N My

_ 9 H
- a hzlwe,h Pe,h
W, = exposure weight of h

_ — /o H _
= Nth/a M,

Now makethe simplifying assumption that all systemsin astratum serve the same number of people,
thet is, M,; = M,, for al i. There are three reasons for this assumption. First, it simplifies the
estimation and variance formulasbelow. Second, estimates of the M, arenot readily available, while
estimates of the M, are easily obtained from Table 1. Third, the error due to replacing the M,

by M,, is likely to be small, since the greatest differences in population per system occur between
strata rather than within strata.

Under the above assumption, the expression for p,, smplifiesto:

1 g mn, _
Pen = N_a izg Yhi = Yn (A-1).
h
Now assuming simple random sampling within each stratum, sample estimates of p,, and p, are:
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. 1 on,
Pen = n_aizlyhi (A-2).
h
A 9 H A
Pe = a hzlwe,h pe,h
By Theorem 2.1 of Cochran (1977), p,, is
unbiased for p,, and so f, is unbiased for p,. By Theorem 2.2 of Cochran (1977):

(A-3).
NS
Var(p,,) = n_(l f.)
h
where:
(A-4).
f,= nh/lNh , \
o N, N2
Sy = N, - 1a o (i - Yo)® = Nhi] 1pe,h(1' Pen)
and therefore:
(A-5).

2
Var(p) = &, WA - 1)
A normal-based 100(1-c)%
confidenceinterval for p, isthen p, +zyV(p,) , wherez isthe 1- a /2 quantile of the standard
normal distribution, and \7(;36) isan estimate of Var(p,) obtained by substituting p,,, for p,.

The Wilson score interval without continuity correction (Newcombe, 1998; Wilson, 1927) can be
adapted to stratified sampling, under the assumption that p, ,, = p, for dl h. Inthiscase

equations (A-3) and (A-5) give:

(A-6).

Va( ﬁe) :Ve pe (1' pe)
where:

(A-7).
O H N,

Ve = a h=1We,h nh(Nh _ 1) (1- fh)

Then by repeating the derivation of the Wilson interval, one finds the samelimitsasin Equation (5),
but with n replaced everywhere by V. *.
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Theabove equationsand derivationsfor exposureare nearly identical for occurrence. The probability
of occurrence, p, , is defined as the probability that a contaminant occurs within any (randomly

selected) system. The probability of occurrence within agiven stratumh is:
1 o N,
Poh = N_ha. iy Yhi (A-8).

(thesameasp,, under the assumptionthat M,; = M, for all i, above), and:
where:

o H (A-9).
Won =Nn/a ;N

The remainder of the derivation of means, variances, and confidence intervalsis exactly as above,
with the subscript e replaced everywhere by o.
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2,4-DNT
2,6-DNT
4,4-DDE

Alachlor ESA
AOAC
APHA
ASDWA
ASTM

BGM

CAS
CASRN
CCL
CCR
CERCLA
CFR
CFU
CFU/mL
CWS

DCPA

DCPA mono- and
di-acid degradates

DDE

DDT

DNA

EDL
EPA
EPTC
EPTDS
ESA

FACA
FTE

GC

GLI method
GW

GUDI

HPLC
ICR

Appendix B
Acronym List

- 2,4-dinitrotoluene
- 2,6-dinitrotoluene
- 4,4-dichloro dichlorophenyl ethylene, a degradation product of DDT

- alachlor ethanesulfonic acid, a degradation product of alachlor
- Association of Official Analytical Chemists

- American Public Health Association

- Association of State Drinking Water Administrators

- American Society for Testing and Materials

- Buffalo Green Monkey cells, a specific cell line used to grow viruses

- Chemical Abstract Service

- Chemical Abstract Service Registry Number

- Contaminant Candidate List

- Consumer Confidence Reports

- Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation & Liability Act
- Code of Federa Regulations

- colony forming unit

- colony forming units per milliliter

- community water system

- dimethy! tetrachloroterephthalate, chemical name of the herbicide
dacthal

- degradation products of DCPA

- dichloro dichlorophenyl ethylene, a degradation product of DDT
- dichloro diphenyl trichloroethane, a general insecticide

- deoxyribonucleic acid

- estimated detection limit

- Environmental Protection Agency

- s-ethyl-dipropylthiocarbamate, an herbicide

- Entry Point to the Distribution System

- ethanesulfonic acid, a degradation product of aachlor

- Federal Advisory Committee Act
- full-time equivalent

- gas chromatography, a laboratory method

- Great Lakes Instruments method

- ground water

- ground water under the direct influence (of surface water)

- high performance liquid chromatography, a laboratory method
- Information Collection Request / Rule

B-1
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IRFA
IMS

IRIS

IS

LLE

NTNCWS

NTTAA

OGWDW

OMB

PAH
PB
PBMS
pCi/L
PCR
210Pb

ZIOPO

PWS
PWSF

QA
QC

RDX
RFA
RPD
RSD

SBREFA
SD

- initial regulatory flexibility analysis
- iImmunomagnetic separation

- Integrated Risk Information System
- internal standard

- liquid/liquid extraction, alaboratory method

- Mycobacterium avium complex

- Memorandum of Agreement

- maximum contaminant level

- method detection limit

- minimum reporting level

- mass spectrometry, a laboratory method

- sample matrix spike

- sample matrix spike duplicate

- methyl-tertiary-butyl-ether, a gasoline additive

- National Water Quality Assessment Program

- National Drinking Water Contaminant Occurrence Database
- National Drinking Water Advisory Council

- National Environmental Research Laboratory

- National Pesticide Survey

- National Technical Information Service

- non-transient non-community water system

- National Technology Transfer and Advancement Act

- Office of Ground Water and Drinking Water
- Office of Management and Budget

- Poly-aromatic hydrocarbon

- particle beam

- Performance-Based Measurement System

- picocuries per liter

- polymerase chain reaction

- Lead-210 (also Pb-210), alead isotope and radionuclide; part of the
uranium decay series

- Polonium-210 (aso Po-210), a polonium isotope and radionuclide; part
of the uranium decay series

- Public Water System
- Public Water System Facility

- quality assurance
- quality control

- royal demolition explosive, hexahydro-1,3,5-trinitro-1,3,5-triazine
- Regulatory Flexibility Act
- relative percent difference
- relative standard deviation

- Small Business Regulatory Enforcement Fairness Act
- standard deviation
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SDWA - Safe Drinking Water Act

SDWIS - Safe Drinking Water Information System

SDWIS FED - the Federal Safe Drinking Water Information System
SM - Standard Methods

SMF - Standard Compliance Monitoring Framework

SOC - synthetic organic compound

SPE - solid phase extraction, alaboratory method

SRF - State Revolving Fund

STORET - Storage and Retrieval System

SW - surface water

TBD - to be determined

TNCWS - transient non-community water system

UCMR - Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Regulation/Rule
UCM - Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring

UMRA - Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995

USEPA - United States Environmental Protection Agency

uv - ultraviolet

vVOC - volatile organic compound

ug/L - micrograms per liter
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Appendix C

Definitions

All monitored systems meansall community water systems serving more than 10,000 people, and the
national representati ve sample of community and non-transient non-community water systemsserving
10,000 or fewer people that are selected to be part of a State Plan for the UCMR.

Assessment Monitoring means sampling, testing, and reporting of listed contaminants that have
available analytical methods and for which preliminary data indicate their possible occurrence in
drinking water. All monitored systems must conduct Assessment Monitoring. Assessment
Monitoring will be conducted for the UCMR (1999) List 1 contaminants.

Index Systems means a limited number of small CWSsand NTNCWSs, randomly selected from the
systemsin State Plans, that must monitor for UCM R contaminants and also additionally must report
information on system operating conditions (such aswater source, pumping rates, and environmental
setting). These systems must monitor and report quarterly each year of the 5-year UCMR cyclewith
EPA paying for al reasonable monitoring costs. This more detailed and regular monitoring of
contaminantsand operating conditionswill provideimportant information with which EPA can more
fully evaluate conditions under which systems operate and will enable comparisons between system
operations of similar size and characteristics.

Listed contaminant means a contaminant identified as an analyte in Table 1, 141.40(a)(3) of the
Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Regulation (UCMR). To distinguish the current 1999 UCMR
listed contaminants from potential future UCMR listed contaminants, all references to UCMR
contaminant listswill identify the appropriateyear in parenthesisimmediately following theacronym
UCMR and before thereferenced list. For example, the contaminantsincluded inthe UCMR (1999)
List include the component listsidentifiedasUCMR (1999) List 1, UCMR (1999) List 2and UCMR
(1999) List 3 contaminants.

Listing cycle meansthe 5-year period for which each revised UCMR list iseffectiveand during which
no more than 30 unregulated contaminants from the list may be required to be monitored. EPA is
mandated to develop and promulgate anew UCMR List every 5 years.

Monitoring means (as distinct from Assessment Monitoring), al aspects of determining the quality
of drinking water relativeto thelisted contaminants. These aspectsinclude drinking water sampling
and testing, and the reviewing, reporting, and submission to EPA of analytical results.

Most vulnerable systems (or Systems most vulnerable) means a subset of 5 to not more than 25
systems of all monitored systemsin a State that are determined by that State in consultation with the
EPA Regional Officeto be most likely to have the listed contaminants occur in their drinking waters,
considering the characteristics of the listed contaminants, precipitation, system operation, and
environmental conditions (soils, geology and land use).

Pre-Screen Testing means sampling, testing, and reporting of the listed contaminants that may have
newly emerged asdrinking water concernsand, in most cases, for which methodsarein an early stage
of development. Pre-Screen Testing must be conducted by alimited number of systems (up to 200).
The Pre-Screen Testing systemswill be selected through the use of arandom number generator, and
from alist comprised of the States' nominations of up to 25 of the most vul nerable systems per State.
Pre-Screen Testing will be performed to determine whether alisted contaminant occursin sufficient
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frequency inthe most vulnerabl e systems or sampling locationsto warrant itsbeing included in future
Assessment Monitoring or Screening Surveys. Pre-Screen Testing will be conducted for the UCMR
(1999) List 3 contaminants.

Random Sampling is a statistical sampling method by which each member of the population has an
equal probability (an equal random chance) of being selected as part of a sample (the sample being
asmall subset of the population which represents the population as awhole).

Representative Sample meansasubset of community and non-transient non-community water systems
serving 10,000 or fewer peoplewhich EPA selects using arandom number generator to obtain public
water system identification numbers to place them on the first representative sample list. The
selection is weighted by population served within a State, water source and then by size categories
of 10,000 to 3,301 people, 3,300 to 501 people, and 500 or fewer people; a State may substitute
systemsfrom areplacement list of such systems derived through the same method for systemsin the
first list because asystem on thefirst list is closed, merged or purchases water from another system.

Sampling means the act of collecting water from the appropriate location in a public water system
(from the applicable point from an intake or well to the end of adistribution line, or in some limited
cases, a residential tap) following proper methods for the particular contaminant or group of
contaminants.

Sampling Point means a unique location where UCMR samples are to be collected.

Screening Survey means sampling, testing, and reporting of the listed contaminants for which
analytical methods are recently developed and have uncertain potential for occurrence in drinking
water by a subset of approximately 300 systems from all monitored systems selected through use of
a random number generator for public water system identification numbers. These systems must
conduct the Screening Survey for the listed contaminants after public notice and comment to
determinewhether alisted contaminant occursat asufficient frequency and concentration (or density)
to warrant being included in future Assessment Monitoring. Two Screening Surveys will be
conducted for the UCMR (1999) List 2 contaminants.

State means, for the purposes of this section, each of the fifty States, the District of Columbia, U.S.
Territories, and Tribal lands. For the national representative sample, Guam, the Commonwealth of
Puerto Rico, the Northern Mariana Islands, the Virgin Islands, American Samoa, and the Trust
Territories of the Pacific ISlands are treated as a State. Any Indian Tribe which has status as a State
under Section 1451 of the Safe Drinking Water Act for this program will be considered as a State.

State Monitoring Plan (or State Plan) means a State's portion of the national representative sample
of CWSs and NTNCWSs serving 10,000 or fewer people which must monitor for unregulated
contaminants. A State Plan may be devel oped by a State' sacceptance of EPA'srepresentative sample
for that State, or by a State' s selection of systemsfrom areplacement list for systems specified inthe
first list that are closed, merged or purchase water from another system. A State Plan also includes
aprocess by which the State will inform each public water system of its selection for the plan and of
its responsibilities to monitor. A State Plan will also include the systems required to conduct Pre-
Screen Testing, selected from the State' s designation of vulnerable systems.

Stratified Random Sampling isaprocedureto draw arandom samplefrom apopul ation that has been
divided into subpopulations or strata, with each stratum comprised of a population subset sharing
common characteristics. Random samples are selected from each stratum proportional to that
stratum’ s proportion of the entire population. The aggregate random sample (compiled from al the
strata samples) provides a random sample of the entire population that reflects the proportional
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distribution of characteristicsof thepopulation. Inthecontext of the UCMR, the population of public
water systems was stratified by size category (based on population served by the water system) and
by water source type supplying the water system (ground water or surface water). Thisstratification
wasdoneto ensurethat systemsrandomly selected asnationally representative sample systemswoul d
proportionaly reflect the actual number of size and water type categories nationally.

Testing means, for the purposes of the UCMR and distinct from Pre-Screen Testing, the submission
and/or shipment of samplesfollowing appropriate preservation practicesto protect theintegrity of the
sample; the chemical, radiological, physical and/or microbiological analysis of samples; and the
reporting of the sample’ sanalytical resultsfor evaluation. Testing isasubset of activities defined as
monitoring.

Unregulated contaminants means chemical, microbiological, radiologica and other substances that
occur in drinking water or sources of drinking water that are not currently regul ated under the federal
drinking water program. EPA has not issued standards for these substances in drinking water (i.e.,
maximum contaminant levels or treatment technology requirements). EPA isrequired by Congress
to establish a program to monitor for selected unregulated contaminants in public water systemsto
determine whether they should be considered for future regulation to protect public health. The
selected contaminants are listed in 141.40(a)(3), Table 1, the UCM List.

Vulnerable time (or vulnerable period) meansthetime (or, in some cases, the 3-month quarter) of the
year determined as the most likely to have the listed group of contaminants present at their highest
concentrations or densities in drinking water. The vulnerable determination, in the case of the
UCMR, is made by the EPA or by the State (under arrangement with the EPA) for a system, subset
of systems, or al systemsin a State. The vulnerable determination is based on characteristics of the
contaminants, precipitation, system operations, and environmental conditions such as soil types,
geology, and land use. Thisdetermination doesnot indicate or imply that thelisted contaminantswill
be identified in the drinking water with certainty, but only that sampling conducted during the
vulnerable period presumably hasthe highest likelihood of identifying those contaminantsin higher
concentrations relative to other sampling times of the year, if and when the contaminants occur.
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